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The Elder John, Papias, Irenaeus, Ensebius 
and the Syriac Translator 

B. W. BACON 

YALE UNIVERSITY 

THE famous fragment of Papias which contains practi- 
cally all we know of the beginnings of gospel composi- 
tion, and forms our strongest link of connection with the 
Apostles, is quoted by Eusebius in an endeavor to correct 
what has been designated from its principal promulgator 
the " Irensean tradition " of Apostles in Asia. Eusebius did 
not criticise this in its whole extent, but simply in so far 
as it rested on the statements of Papias. 1 Shortly before 2 
the period of Irenaeus' work (written ca. 186 a.d.) the 
Roman presbyter Gaius in debate with the Montanist Pro- 
clus, had repudiated the latter's authorities, the Johannine 
writings, as unauthentic. 3 Irenaeus (followed later by his 
disciple Hippolytus, whose Heads against Gaius are still 
extant in abstract 4 ) became their stalwart champion, espe- 

1 The section begins: "Irenseus makes mention of these (the five books of 
Exegesis) as the only works written by him (Papias)." It proceeds to cite 
and criticise his description of Papias' relation to the Apostles and to Poly- 
carp, as below, p. 15. 

2 Eusebius dates Gaius under Zephyrinus (HE, II. xxv. 6), probably too 
late. 

8 The Dialogue aimed to " curb the rashness and boldness of his oppo- 
nents in setting forth new Scriptures." It maintained the authority of 
"Peter and Paul" (attributing thirteen letters to the latter) against that 
of the writings attributed to " a great apostle " at Ephesus (HE, II. xxv. 7, 
VI. xx. 3, III. xxviii. 2). Polycrates (HE, III. xxxi. 3) inverts the argument. 

* See J. B. Harris, Hernias in Arcadia and Other Essays, 1896. 

1 
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cially defending the Fourth Gospel. For this task his early 
residence in Asia and direct eye and ear knowledge of Poly- 
carp, a survivor of the apostolic age, gave him an advantage 
of which he makes the utmost. He depends, however, for 
all his specific citations of apostolic tradition upon a written 
source, now generally admitted to have been the work of 
Papias, entitled Kvpiaicatp \oyia>v iijrjyrjaeis. In the passage 
wherein his principal quotation is made he designates the 
worthy bishop of Hierapolis as " a man of the earliest period, 
a hearer of John and companion of Polycarp." 6 Eusebius 
one hundred and forty years later, having the work of Papias 
before him, and examining it carefully for the specific pur- 
pose of determining this particular point, had no difficulty 
in showing by citation of the passages bearing upon the 
question that Irenaeus had misinterpreted them, attributing 
to Papias a much closer connection with the apostolic foun- 
tain head of tradition than could be justly claimed. 

On the other hand, if Irenaeus was misled by his zeal to 
establish the unbroken continuity in proconsular Asia of 
that apostolic tradition whereof he counted himself a provi- 
dential representative, Eusebius in his turn cannot be alto- 
gether acquitted of similar partiality. He also had read the 
Dialogue of Proclus and Q-aius, and on all but one point was 
as ardently opposed as Irenaeus himself to its anti-Johannine 
criticism. The Roman followers of Gaius, one of whose 
favorite arguments was to point to the disagreement of the 
Fourth Gospel with the other three, were to Eusebius as 
obnoxious as to Hippolytus and to the author of the Murato- 
rianum. He regarded them as " senseless " Alogi, to quote 
the punning epithet of Epiphanius, 6 men who for the sake of 
ridding themselves of the excesses of the " Phrygian heresy " 
had " emptied out the baby with the bath " by rejecting the 
whole Phrygo-Asiatic canon — Gospel, Epistles, 7 and Apoca- 

s ipxaios iriip, 'Iw&rvov Akowtt^s, THo\vK&pirov Si iratpos. 

6 Epiphanius in this portion of his Refutation of All Heresies merely 
reflects Hippolytus, the disciple of Irenaeus, whose Heads against Gaius give 
us the substance of his refutation of the presbyter. 

7 The rejection of the Epistles seems to be only the inference of Epipha- 
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lypse of John together. On one point of their contention, 
however, Eusehius was disposed to yield, though the argu- 
ments which had convinced him were not, or at least not 
directly, those of Gaius. Eusebius had been profoundly 
influenced by the reasoning of another great malleus hereti- 
corum, Dionysius of Alexandria, whose opponents the Chili- 
asts based their millenarian doctrines, not like the Phrygian 
champions of the prophetic Spirit on the Johannine canon 
as a whole, but simply on the Apocalypse. Dionysius cut the 
ground from under their feet by denying its apostolicity, 
though he maintained as cordially as ever the authenticity 
of the Gospel and at least of the first of the Epistles. 
Henceforth Revelation, the writing which alone of the five 
made direct claim to Johannine authorship, with direct and 
explicit attestation by both Papias and Justin Martyr, be- 
came the "disputed," and the other four, or at least the 
Gospel and First Epistle, the " undisputed " Johannine writ- 
ings. Eusebius quotes at length the argument of Dionysius 
against the Apocalypse, wherein the Alexandrian scholar 
displays the skill in literary criticism one might anticipate 
in a pupil of Origen, showing how completely Revelation 
differs in style and standpoint from the Gospel and Epistles. 
Eusebius himself was anything but favorably disposed 
toward the Chiliasts. He even attributes the crude escha- 
tology he found represented by Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, and 
other members of the Ephesian school, to the influence of 
Papias, whom for this very unfair reason he contemptuously 
sets down as "a very narrow-minded man." 8 We are not 
surprised, therefore, to find him not only quoting the theory 
of Dionysius with approval, but in his famous list of " ad- 
mitted," " disputed," and " spurious " books making special 
exception of Revelation, which if by the Apostle must of 
course be admitted as canonical ; but otherwise cannot even 

nius, but it was doubtless correct. The work of Hippolytus in the list of his 
writings on the back of the statue in the Lateran Museum is called only a 
Defense of the Gospel and Apocalypse of John. The Epistles were perhaps 
not involved in the dispute. 
8 <rip65pa <r/UKpbi> rbv vovv. 
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be classed with the " disputed " books (avnXeyo/ieva) which 
included 2 and 3 John, but must take its place with the 
"spurious" (v60a). 9 To impute partiality to Eusebius with- 
out convincing evidence would be a hazardous proceeding ; 
but on this particular matter of the Apocalypse of John the 
evidence is convincing, for, Blass to the contrary notwith- 
standing, Papias certainly did make repeated and copious 
use of this book, besides attesting its " credibility " (al-unrur- 
to'?). We have the full and explicit testimony of Andreas 
of Csesarea, supported by Anastasius of Sinai, and Victori- 
nus, to say nothing of Eusebius' own statements regarding 
the infection of millenarianism which spread from Papias 
through Justin to Irenseus. Over and above all we have 
Irenaeus' testimonies concerning the currency of Revela- 
tion among "the persons who had seen John with their 
eyes." 10 To deny weight to all this is to discredit oneself, 
not the testimony. Yet Eusebius, who had promised to give 
his readers the evidence he found in early writers of their 
use of books whose canonicity was in dispute, maintains 
complete silence regarding Papias' use of Revelation, while 
he mentions his " testimonies " taken from 1 Peter and 
1 John. Silence under such conditions — silence so marked 
as to lead not only Blass but even Hilgenfeld actually to 
deny Papias' acquaintance with Revelation in toto — cannot 
be called impartial. 

Clearly Zahn is right in maintaining that no scientific 
judgment can be passed upon Eusebius' correction of Ire- 
nseus' inferences from Papias, which does not give due 
consideration to his strong bias in favor of Dionysius' theory 
of Revelation as the work of "another John in Asia." In 

'Stanton (Gospels as Hist. Documents, p. 240), who thinks that if the 
Dialogue against Proclus had rejected the Fourth Gospel, " Eusebius could 
not have ignored so serious a departure," fails to perceive that Eusebius 
introduces his answer to Gaius in III. xxiii. xxiv. Very shortly before 
(c. xviii) he speaks his mind on the origin of " the so-called Apocalypse of 
John." That he should lend weight to the objections " that the Gospels are 
at variance with one another " by naming as their author the " very learned 
ecclesiastic " Gaius was not to be expected. 

10 Iren. V. xxx. 1. 
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fact, he makes direct reference to Dionysius' suggestion in 
citing the passage (j&v Svo . . . elprjKOToav). 

Now the weak point of Dionysius' theory had been his 
inability to point to any "other John in Asia" than the 
Apostle, for he does not himself rely upon the alleged " two 
ftvqpaTa in Ephesus each bearing the name of John," but 
prefers to identify the John of Revelation with John Mark 
of Acts. It is here that Eusebius comes in with his great 
discovery. He has found, he thinks, the desired evidence in 
the Papias fragment. Papias does indeed refer to another 
John besides the Apostle, for, as Eusebius says, " he mentions 
him after an interval, and places him among others outside 
the number of the Apostles, placing Aristion before him, and 
distinctly calls him an Elder." On this Elder John of Papias 
Eusebius therefore eagerly seizes, as evidence "that it was 
the second (the Elder), if one will not admit that it was the 
first (the Apostle), who saw the Revelation, which is as- 
cribed by name to John." He has the candor to admit, 
however, that Papias did not really state that he had been 
" himself a hearer of Aristion and the Elder John," but only 
" mentioned them frequently by name and gave their tradi- 
tions in his writings." We see, then, that while Eusebius 
is anxious to correct Irenseus in so far as the correction would 
militate against Revelation, he is as anxious as any other 
orthodox father not to undermine the support of the rest 
of the Johannine canon by weakening those links of tradition 
which Irenseus had boasted of as connecting himself with 
the Apostle, for it is certainly Papias that Irenaeus has in 
mind when he alleges that some of the Asiatic elders " saw 
not only John (as Polycarp had) but other Apostles also, and 
heard these things (the tradition of Jesus' age) from them, 
and testify to the statement." 11 The present "testify" 
(testawtur) shows that he is quoting a written authority, 
which can be no other than Papias. 

It is important to observe this distinction in Eusebius' 
prejudices in weighing Zahn's endeavor to discredit his 

11 Her. H. xxii. 5, Euseb. HE, III. xxiii. 3. 
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statements. He was, we must admit, quite perceptibly 
anxious to deprive Revelation of its claim to apostolicity. 
As regards all other elements of the Irencean tradition he was 
doubly zealous to support it. His eagerness to find " another 
John in Asia " does indeed require a discount on this feature 
of his testimony. In fact, the concessive 70O1/ (" at all events 
he [Papias] mentions them frequently by name, and gives 
their traditions in his writings ") is nothing less than an 
admission that his imputation of a personal relation between 
Papias and this " Elder John " had no support in the text. 
As we shall see, an eye not prejudiced like that of Irenseus, 
and that of Eusebius in no less degree, to support the 
apostolic succession of Asia would have drawn quite other 
inferences. Dionysius, for example, can hardly have been 
ignorant of this Elder John. So renowned a scholar can 
scarcely be supposed to have left unnoticed the famous work 
of Papias in his controversy with the Chiliasts. But Diony- 
sius found nothing in Papias to connect " the Elder John " 
with Asia. In this " discovery " therefore Eusebius could 
claim complete originality. Contrariwise as respects all 
other points of the Irensean tradition. Prom these Eusebius 
had cogent reason for subtracting as little as possible, for in 
his own earlier work u he had committed himself to all the 
exaggerations of Irenseus, ranking Papias in the generation 
along with Polycarp, and even calling him in Irenseus' own 
words " a hearer of John the Apostle." Thus the stronger 
Zahn's case becomes against the impartiality of Eusebius, 
the stronger grows the probability that Papias knew of no 
John in Asia at all, save what he read in Rev. 1 4. 9. 

Effort has been made by Zahn, 13 and especially by Gut- 
jahr, 14 to turn to account the new evidence afforded by 
the Syriac version of Eusebius in the interest of this same 
heightening of the rank of Papias and vindication of Ire- 
nseus' pretensions on his behalf. We shall endeavor to show 

12 Chronicon for Olymp. 220, ed. A. Schoene (1866), II. p. 162. 

13 Forschungen, VI. i. Apostel und Apostelschuler in der Provinz Asien, 
1900. 

14 Olaubwiirdigkeit des Irendischen Zeugnisses, 1904. 
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on the contrary that the peculiarities of this extremely- 
ancient translation furnish evidence only on the opposite 
side. They are striking enough and eminently consistent, 
for all tend to the very object the Protestant champion of 
reactionary views and his Roman Catholic ally have so much 
at heart. The one great drawback is that they prove alto- 
gether too much, evidencing not so much what Eusebius 
wished to say, as what the translator, whom we may desig- 
nate S, desired to make him say ; for S's loyalty to his 
author was not equal to his loyalty to current orthodoxy. 
In short, he takes sides against his own text for a still more 
stringent interpretation of the long-established Irensean tra- 
dition. Not unnaturally he makes the same kind of non- 
sense we find in Biblical versions such as the LXX and 
Targums, whose authors felt it necessary to be more ortho- 
dox than the Scriptural writers they professed to translate. 
As manifesting this Tendenz even the blunders and arbitrary 
changes of S have value. The tenacity of the Irensean 
tradition, in the teeth of positive disproof will teach us two 
things: (1) A juster valuation of Eusebius' opposition to it. 
We shall realize both how impossible it is that Eusebius 
should have made resistance on a point so vital to the 
church, even retracting his own earlier statements, without 
a careful and systematic review of the admitted sole source 
of information on the subject; 15 and also how impossible 
that having made it, his representations should have gone 
uncontradicted if Papias' treatise, in general circulation as 
it was for centuries after, had really been misrepresented. 
(2) We shall also better realize from it how much more 
serious was the temptation to Eusebius to understate his 
correction than to overstate it. As we have seen, his Chro- 
nology, a substructure of his History, had embodied at full 
face-value Irenseus' erroneous placing of Papias, a vital link 

16 It was essential to Eusebius' argument to show that Irenseus had no 
ulterior source of information, but based his statements on the passages 
adduced. Hence £>s nhvav ypatpivruv. Irenseus' exclusive dependence on 
the written work for his knowledge of Papias is proved (against Gutjahr) not 
merely by his gross misdating of the man, but by his description of the 
source of bis information fori yip kt\. 
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in that succession of "Apostles and disciples of Apostles 
in Asia " so indispensable to all defenders of the Ephesian 
canon. We must therefore by no means minimize, but 
rather take at their maximum value, Eusebius' admissions 
that in the authority on which so much of his case rested 
there was no claim of direct relation even to the Elder John. 
Eusebius had made thorough search of the work of Papias, — 
the only source of evidence known either to Irenseus or him- 
self, — and is obliged to admit that even the lower ranking 
which he tries to give its author finds no support in the 
book. The Papias passages themselves, — the most favor- 
able Eusebius was able to find, — interpreted in their own 
context, place their author, as we shall see, not at the second, 
but at the third remove from apostolic authority. Papias 
was not a hearer even of the "disciples of the Apostles" 
yvcbpifioi t5>v cnroarokav. Why then does Eusebius halt 
half-way in his correction of the error of Irenseus? Our 
study of his interest in current questions of canonicity leaves 
the motive transparent. To admit that Papias had not 
even been a hearer of the second John would conflict with 
both of Eusebius' cherished ideas. He would then be sacri- 
ficing both the authenticity of the Gospel and the unauthen- 
ticity of the Apocalypse as well. Such an interpretation 
would have been almost as obnoxious to him as to Zahn and 
Gutjahr. And yet this third-hand relation of Papias to the 
Apostles is what naturally follows from Eusebius' admis- 
sions. It is in fact, as we shall see, the only interpretation 
which can give a consistent meaning to the citation, or 
enable us to understand irpeafivrepos in the sense always 
attached to it in the period in question. But let us turn 
now to S. 

The Syriac version of Eusebius' History, edited in France 
by Bedjan in 1897, and by Wright and McLean in 1898 in 
England, is of extreme antiquity. It is known in a Peters- 
burg manuscript of 462 A.D., a London manuscript of the 
sixth century, and from a subsidiary Armenian version (col- 
lated by Merx in Wright and McLean's edition) made 
before 441 a.d. ; so that there is some ground even for the 
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claim of those who think the translator may have been a 
contemporary of Eusebius himself. For our purpose it is 
sufficient to place in one column the accepted Greek text, 
with collation of the Ms variants, the more or less arbitrary 
Latin renderings of Rufinus and Jerome, and the excerpts 
of Nicephorus, while we set in a parallel column an English 
rendering of Nestle's translation of the Syriac carefully com- 
pared with the original. 16 Italics are used to call attention 
to the variations of the Syriac from the Greek text, [] for 
its omissions. 

The Papias Fragment 



Greek Eusebius 

Ovk oKvrjarm 81 aroi kol otra 

irort irapa tu>v jrp«rj8vrepw Ka- 

XSs (fjjajSov Kal Ka\Ca<; ip.vrjp.6~ 

vtv(m <rvyKa.TaT(i£a.i a reus e/j/xiy 

5 veiais 8uxf}t/3at.ovp,ivo~ irrtp avrutv 
akrjOuav. ov yap tois Tot 7ro\Xa 
kiyovo-iv lyaipov wnrtp 01 iroAAol, 
aXXa tois TaXyj&rj &i&dxTKOV<Tiv, 
ovSk tois aWoTptas IvroXas p.vrj- 

10 p.ovfiovtriv, aXXa. tois Tas wapa. 
tov Kvpiov rrj irwrm SeSo/i.tvas P 
icat air avrrj- jrapay w>/A£voi$ Y tiJs 
a\r)$cias. Ei Si rrov koi iraprjKO- 
X.ov8r)Kt!)'i tis tois irptcrpMripofi - 

15 iXOoi, tov~ tu>v irpeo-flvTipuv dv«- 
Kpivov e Adyovs, Tt 'AySpeas r) ti 
TliTpOi ttrrcv rj tI <t>iXlirjrOS r) 
Ti ®e>p.as rj Idnm/Sos- r/ ri Io)av- 

« Var. <rvvr&£ai Ruf. exponere 
cum interpretationibus suis. 

P Ruf. qui domini mandata me- 
morabant. 

Y Var. irapayivotxivas. 

- Ruf. apostolos. 

' Ruf. ezpiscabar. Jer. conside- 
rabam. 

i Nic. (III. 20) r) rl St/tar r) Uku- 
/Sos. 



Syriac Version 
I do not scruple to adduce 
for thee in these interpreta- 
tions of mine that also which 
I well learned []° from the 
Elders and well remember. 
And I attest on behalf of 
these men b the truth. For I 
did not take delight in those 
who have much to say, as 
many do, but in those who 
teach the truth; neither in 
those who recall command- 
ments of strangers, but in 
those who transmit what was 
given by our Lord to the faith, 
and is derived and comes from 
the Truth (itself). Neither" 
did I when any one came 

a Syr. om. wore. 
& Syr. masc. 

- Gressmann (Th. Ltz. 1901, p. 
644) {Contrariwise) not even when. 



'< By the kindness of Prof. C. C. Torrey. 
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vrp rj MarOatos rj rts Sfrepos iW along -who had been a fol- 
20 tov KvpCov (utOrp-Hv, a re 'kpur- lower of the Elders, compare 
tiW km 6 irpearfivTtpos 'Wm/s the words of the Elders : what 
ol tov Kvpiov padrfrw. XeyuiMrty.* Andrew said, or what Peter 
oi yap to. (k tS>v /3i/JA.iW too-ov- said, or what Philip, or what 
tov p.t oxpeXeiv vire\dp.f$avov oa-ov Thomas, or what James, or 
25 rot vapa £c6o">/s $<avrj<: ko\ px- what John, or Matthew, or 
vowrrp. 9 any other of the disciples of 

our Lord. Nor what Aristo d 
or John the Elder • []./ For 
I did not think that I could 
so profit from their " books, as 
from the living and abiding 
utterance. 

v Ruf. ceterique discipuli dice- d Arm. Aristos. 
bant. Jer. discipuli domini loque- e Arm. the elders; simple addi- 
bantur. Nic. (II. 46) om. tion of the plural points in Syr. 

* Jer. add. in suis auctoribus. / Syr. om. ol tov xvplov naOrrrai 

\£yov<rtv. 
o Syr. add. their. 

The sense given by S to the Papias fragment is clear 
enough. He makes Papias distinguish three classes of 
teaching : (1) " the commandments of the Lord," " the Truth 
itself," which when reported by the actual ear-witnesses 
could be described as a "living and abiding utterance." 
These are the object of Papias' quest. (2) The second class 
includes " words of the Elders," oral or written. By " the 
Elders " S understands " the disciples of our Lord " men- 
tioned by name, and "Aristo («iY) and John the Elder," the 
designation of the last two by the same title as the Apostles 
being omitted. To "books" S attaches the possessive 
" their books," showing that he is thinking of the Gospels. 
From the sayings and writings of "the Elders" (j.e. Apos- 
tles) 1T Papias could profit, but not " so profit as from the 
living and abiding voice." (3) The third class of teaching 
includes the wonder-tales or " commandments of strangers " 
current in Papias' vicinity, but which were useless or worse. 

17 Jerome at this point is even less scrupulous than S. To make it per- 
fectly clear that " the Elders" are really the men of the first generation, he 
adds in the last clause "in the person of their authors," i.e. the apostolic 
authors of the Gospels (viva vox usque hodie in suis auctoribus personam). 
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To obtain this sense the Greek text has suffered ; partly by 
S's intentional reconstruction, partly by accident. The ex- 
traordinary rendering, " Neither did I . . . compare the words 
of the Elders," which excites the wonderment of Zahn and 
Gutjahr, maybe due to simple accident. GIAG has been mis- 
read OYAG, probably from illegibility of the first two letters. 
The rest of the changes are systematic, including the omissions. 

Although in vol. xvii of this Journal (1898) I had already 
published previous to the appearance of the Syriac a con- 
jectural emendation of the clause designating Aristion and 
John the Elder as " disciples of the Lord," pointing out that 
several references in Irenseus suggest 01 TOYTUJ MA0HTAI 
instead of 01 TOYKY MA6HTAI, 18 and that transcriptional 
and internal evidence alike support the former reading, I 
cannot agree with Mommsen, who welcomed S's omission 
here, as representing the true reading. 19 On the contrary, 
Corssen * rightly insists that some designation of these un- 
known men is indispensable to the context. Manifestly it 
should not be a designation identical with that just em- 
ployed for the Apostles themselves, but one which marks the 
distinction imperfectly implied in the contrast of tenses 
(e«re, \eyovo-i), and more adequately in the case of the 
second individual, who might otherwise be confused with 
the Apostle, by the epithet "the Elder." The distinction 
should be that of the second generation, as in Lk. 1 2 
Heb. 2 3. The original in Papias was, as I have maintained 
and still maintain, ot tovtow padriTal, i.e. "the Elders the 
disciples of the Apostles," so frequently referred to in Acts, 
Hegesippus, and authorities dependent on Papias. 21 But 

is Edwin A. Abbott in adopting the conjecture (Enc. Bibl. s.v. " Gospels," 
col. 1816, n. 3) improves upon it by using the supra-linear line in the word 
roirav. He also cites an instance of the same corruption in Jud. 4 a. LXX, 
tup vuav B, but A kv (i.e. mipiov) vuav. 

19 Abbott had previously taken this view (I.e.) on the basis of Arm. 
" The words ' the disciples of the Lord ' can hardly have followed ' Aristion, 
etc.,' in the text used by Eusebius. . . . This ... is confirmed by (1) their 
absence from the Armenian version," etc. 

20 Zts. f. ntl. Wiss. iii. (1902), p. 244. 

51 E.g. Irenseus, Her. V. v. 1 and xxxvi. 2, "The Elders, the disciples of 
the Apostles." Euseb. irapb. tuv ixelvois (the Apostles) yvupljxav. 
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the corruption is earlier than Eusebius, probably earlier 
even than Irenseus. In Eusebius' text the phrase had 
already been assimilated to that of the line preceding, else 
Eusebius would not have been obliged to rely on grammati- 
cal arguments (Sia<rTei\a<; top \6yov . . . irpord^a 1 } avra rov 
'Aptarriava) to prove his point. Indeed, the corruption may 
well be largely responsible for the blundering of Irenseus 
himself. But S in omitting the clause is not following a 
better text of Eusebius, much less is he consulting a text of 
Papias. He is probably not even sensitive to the " chrono- 
logical difficulty " which Lightfoot himself admitted to be 
occasioned by the clause. 22 On the contrary, he makes two 
other changes in harmony with the Irenaean anachronism : 
he omits irore and obliterates the difference of tense (enre, 
Xeyovart), the only remaining trace of the chronological dis- 
tinction. No, S's omission (followed by Arm.) is doubtless 
occasioned by the manifest incongruity, which produces the 
same result in one of the two excerpts of Nicephorus Callis- 
tus, 23 not to speak of other changes by Rufinus and others u 
at the same point. "Aristo" (sie) and "John the Elder" 
could not be regarded as " disciples of the Lord " in the same 
sense as the designation had just been applied to Andrew, 
Peter, Philip, Thomas, James, John, and Matthew. Changes 
were felt to be imperative. Arm., which simply adds plural 
points to the Syriac " the Elder," makes a shrewd guess at 
the real meaning ; but the simplest remedy was to drop the 
unintelligible clause as a repetition. S understood very 
well that Andrew, Peter, Philip, and the rest were desig- 
nated fj,aOrjrat (not avSardkoi), because the matter con- 
cerned was the transmission of teachings (itadrmara). He 
knew the first " disciples " included no such names as " Aris- 
tion and John the Elder." The clause was patently erro- 
neous ; therefore he dropped it along with the irore and the 
Xeyovaiv. In the extract he does but one further violence 
to his text ; he changes the spelling of the name " Aristion " 

82 Supern. Bel. p. 160, n. 

88 II. 46. The excerpt III. 20 retains it. 

24 Rufinus omits tow KvpLov. Four Greek Mss. omit ol. 
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to "Aristo." The form Aristo then becomes current in 
Armenian texts, being adopted in the Edschmiazin Codex of 
Conybeare from Moses of Chorene. This is a comparatively 
harmless, though mistaken identification of the unknown 
"Aristion" with "Aristo" of Pella, a heathen writer 25 
quoted by Eusebius a few pages farther on. Moses of 
Chorene adds to the quotation, while Maximus Confessor, 
on the basis of a (misunderstood?) passage of Clement, 
declares Aristion to have been the author of the Dialogue of 
Jason and Papiscus. 28 Gutjahr is probably mistaken in 
supposing S to have read cvviicpivov for aveicpivov in the 
clause, "Neither did I compare the words of the Elders." 
S renders aveicpivov in the same way elsewhere, employing 
the same word (*>&* a.) for "verify by comparison (with 
the Gospels)." He inserts an avr&v, as we have seen, after 
fiiftXicov in 1. 23, and renders avr&v in 1. 5 as a masculine — 
pardonable liberties. The rest of his variants have signifi- 
cance only as supporting the preferred reading irapayivo- 
fievai in 1. 12. 

The net result of S's work on the Papias fragment is then 
as follows : Papias appears, as in Irenseus, as the immediate 
ear-witness of more than seven of the Apostles, besides two 
individuals, one of whom is called "the Elder"; but the 
words of Elders, even Apostle-Elders, are of quite subordinate 
value to him. He is not seeking their words, but words of 
the Lord, to which they can bear witness. Needless to say 
this is not the sense of the Greek. Here the all-important 
word is the term Trpeo-fivTepos, four times repeated in the 
paragraph. Their words are just what Papias is after. The 
" commandments delivered by the Lord to the faith " have 

26 Perhaps the same as Aristo of Gerasa (30 miles from Pella) referred to 
as an do-i-nos Wrap by Stephen of Byzantium. 

26 As I have shown elsewhere (Hastings, Diet, of Christ and Gospels, s.v. 
"Aristion "), Conybeare's apparent discovery of the authorship of Mk. 16 9-20 
turns out to be a mare's nest. Moses of Chorene was understood by the 
Armenian scribe to have declared that Hadrian made Aristo of Pella the 
secretary of " Mark" when he appointed him (Marcus) bishop of Jerusalem. 
Hence he attributes the appendix which he introduces for the first time into 
Armenian codices to " the Elder Aristo," the secretary of Mark. 
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been already considered with their interpretations. But the 
interpretations are disputed. As Polycarp had declared at 
a much earlier date, " the oracles of the Lord " were being 
perverted by the Antinomians to their own lusts. The 
heretics denied also "the resurrection and judgment." The 
books of " John " (the Apostle and revelator) and of " Mat- 
thew," x representing as they did the apostolic teaching on 
the two points of doctrinal contention required to be sup- 
plemented by " turning to the tradition handed down from 
the beginning." It is exactly this which Papias undertakes 
to do. He may even have had the twenty-four books of 
Basilides' Exegetica in mind in adopting his own title. But 
we shall best get the sense of Papias' response to Polycarp's 
appeal by reproducing the paragraph from his preface in 
simple outline. The process is easy, for in spite of adverse 
criticism the style of the fragment is admirably clear and 
logical; its structure is perfectly in accord with the best 
principles of Greek rhetoric. Simply drop the subordinate 
clauses, and sense and logic force themselves free of the 
false presuppositions introduced by the Irenaean misdating. 

SvyxaTarala) otra tpaOav irapa rZv irpto-jSvrepojy, <cai wep airaiv But- 
fit^aiovpM aXqOuav ' 

ov yap . . • iXXa tois TaXtjdrj . . . 

ovSe . . . dXXat tois Tas . . . tijs iXqdtias. 
ti Sf irov TraprjKoXovOrjKux; «s rots irpter/Jvrtpois iXOoi tovs twv 
w/>«r/Jvrep<i>v avinpivov \6yovs "... 

ov yap ra t« rmv /8t/3XtW . . . 

otrov ra irapa ^uxrrfi <po>vfjs. 

Everything here concerns the traditions of "the Elders" 
which Papias thinks not unworthy to be subjoined to his 
interpretations of the Lord's oracles. Hence the emphatic 
position and reiteration of the word "Elders." He bespeaks 
for their words higher consideration than such traditions 
are wont to receive because of the care he had taken in 
collecting them. This method he then describes in two 

27 As already shown, Papias knows John the Apostle as (reputed) author 
of Revelation. He "used testimonies" from 1 Jn., and therefore may have 
known the Fourth Gospel. That he considered John its author is improba- 
ble. His " Matthew " is certainly ours. 
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negative clauses and one affirmative : I did not . . . , nor 
did I . . . , but when a follower of the Elders came along I 
inquired for the words of the Elders. Finally, he justifies 
his going beyond the instruction of his own teachers by the 
superiority of oral tradition thus sifted to books. 

Whom Papias meant by " the Elders " we have yet to 
inquire. All that is apparent thus far is that it is not, as S 
supposes, words of the Lord of which he is here speaking, 
but " words of the Elders," and that he gives no indication 
of meaning anything different by the term " Elders " in one 
part of the passage from what he means in another. True, 
Eusebius, and Irenseus before him, took "Elders " in 1. 15 to 
equal "disciples of the Lord." Jerome actually adds three 
words to the text (1. 26) to force this meaning upon it. 
But the evidence that Abbott justly demands 28 that the 
word was ever so used has yet to be supplied. Even if 
Ireneeus and Eusebius were not misled by the corruption 
of ol tovtcov to ol tov Kvpiov, we have seen that Irenseus was 
blinded by his own prejudice on this point, and Eusebius 
was similarly precluded from more than a partial correction. 
The real distinction which Papias makes is between teach- 
ings from " books " and " words of the Elders " who reported 
the " living and abiding voice " of Apostles. The latter he 
got from chance comers who had been their (the Elders') 
followers, in particular followers of Aristion and the Elder 
John. The former he had obtained like others about him 
from those who had "taught the truth." 

But since we are now dealing only with S and his evi- 
dences of Tendenz, let us leave temporarily his distortion 
of Papias, and see what he makes of the argument of 
Eusebius which encloses the extract. Here, too, we find 
the same bias in favor of Eusebius' opponent. The intro- 
ductory sentence runs thus : 

Context of Eusebius 

Autos ye ju^y ° TiatnrCa.% Kara But he, Papias, does not 
to irpooi/uov ru>v avrov \6ytnv show at the beginning of his 

28 Enc. Bibl, s.v. " Gospels," § 71. 
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aKpoarrjv pxv Kal auTOimjv ou8a- 
p;a>S iavrov yeve&Oai to>v itpo>v 
5 cbrooroAaJV tpcpaiva, irapakyjfpeval 
§£ to. T^S 7rioT£o>s irapa tu>v 
£K£i'vois yvcoptpw 8i8curK£i, 8i tav 
Kprpriv \t£eu>v. 



words that he had heard from 
the holy Apostles, or had seen 
them. But that he had re- 
ceived words of the faith from 
men that had known the Apos- 
tles he teaches in these words, 
saying : 



Here follows the extract as above ; thereafter : 



*Ev0a Kal ivUTTrj<rai d&ov Sis 
KarapidfwvvTi avr<j> to Iwavvov 
ovopa, <5v tov p.£V irporepov ILtTpij? 
Kal 'laKitipa? Kal MaT#aia> Kal tois 
5A.oiirois (xttootoXois o-vyKaTaAcyEi, 
0~a<p5>s o\)\u>v tov EvayyeAiOT^V, 
Tov 8' €Ttpov 'lwdvvrp', SiaoraAas 
tov Aoyov, eTepois wapa tov to>v 
airooTokutv api.6p.bv KaraTaxro-u, 

lOirpora^os avrov tov ApiOTicova, 
o-a</><i>s te avrov irp£o-/3vr£pov ovo- 
pa£a" is Kai Sia tovtojv owtoSei'k- 
yvcrftu Tijv ioropiav 0X17$; tcov 
Svo KaTa T^v 'Ao-iav 6p.a>wpia 

15 KV)(prjO-6ai. elp-qKOrwv, Svo T£ £v 
*E<p£0-o) y£v«T0ai pvrjpara Kai 
tKortpov 'Ia>awov ?ti vCv Acye- 
cr&u* ots Kai avayxaiov irpoo-£)(£iv 
tov vovv, «kos yap tov StuYfpov, 

20 ti p.^ tis ideXoi rbv rrpaiTov, T^v 
«r" ovdpaTos <j>epop€Vr)V Itodvvov 
a7TOKaXvi^iv (wpaKtvai. Kai b vvv 
Si Tjp-tv S^Xovptvos IlairwuiS tovs 
p,£V Tuiv aTrooToXtov Xoyovs rrapa 

25 Ttlv avrois TraprjKoXovdrjKorwv 
6fioXoy£i TrapeiXrj<j>ivai., Apumat- 
vos 8e xai tov irptcrfivTepov 
*I<oavvov avnjKoov lavrov <jyrjO-i 
ycv&rOai.* ovopaori yovv^ rroA- 

SOAaKis aVTU>v pv)jpov£vo-as £V tois 
avrov o-vyypappao-iv TiOijaiv av- 
T<Sv rrapa8oo"eis. 

« Ruf. om. 8«, and avrrjicoov . . . 
P Ruf. unde et. 



But here it is requisite for 
us to understand that he twice 
enumerates the name of John ; 
the first, he reckons him to- 
gether with Peter and James 
and Matthew and the rest of 
the Apostles, simply pointing 
to the Evangelist," but the 
other John, him he distin- 
guishes by the word, and joins 
him in a different way to the 
number of the Apostles, and 
places Aristo (sic) before him ; 
and him he distinctly calls 
"Elder," so that we show from 
this regarding the story that 
it is true, of those who said 
that there were two in Asia 
who had the same name, and 
their graves are in Ephesus, 
and both to this day are called 
John ; since it behooves us to 
reflect in our mind. For the 
Eevelation which is called 
John's, if one do not admit 
that it is from John the Evan- 
gelist, it is probable that it 
was manifested to this other 
man. But he, this Papias, of 
whom we have now given ac- 
count, testifies that he received 
the words of the Apostles from 

• Lond. Syr. : the evangelists. 
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those who were their follow- 
ers, and 6 from Aristo (sic) and 
from the Elder John. For he 
said that he had listened to 
them and he often mentions 
them by name, and in his 
books he records the tradition 
he received from them. 

6 Petersb. Syr., Arm. om. 

Now that we have supplied the key to these systematic 
mistranslations further comment is needless. We only sub- 
join one further passage as additional proof that the motive 
is, as stated, to restore to Papias as much as possible of his 
authority as an apj^ala avrjp avrr)KOo<s r&v cfTrocrToXav, in 
spite of Eusebius. It is the famous passage cited by Euse- 
bius in which Irenseus quotes Papias by name. 

Tavra 8k Kal Ilainrtas 6 'lo>dv- This Papias also said, who 
vov dicouoTjjs . . . iyypd<j>o>s im- heard (it) from John . . . and 
liapTvptl kt\. in writing he testifies . . . 

To Gutjahr this translation is a God-send, for it makes 
him a present of the most serious obstacle to his theory, the 
admitted impossibility of grammatically rendering the pas- 
sage as if it read Kal eyypd,<pwi, instead of Kal YlaTnrta$. 
"When S translates, not only does Papias become a direct 
hearer of John, but Irenseus becomes a direct hearer of 
Papias, and the strength of the traditional succession is 
doubled. Hallelujah ! 

It should be by now sufficiently apparent that Ireneeus, 
Eusebius, S, and Jerome all have the same bent as regards 
the interpretation of Papias. Eusebius is far more of a 
scholar, and confesses that the vital point of his contention 
for "another John in Asia" known to Papias is not sup- 
ported by the text ; but on the question of Papias' chrono- 
logical rank in the succession of apostolic tradition he has 
the same propensity and the same prejudice as the rest. 
Instead of dating his work in A.D. 145-160 as does Harnack, 
on the basis of the recently recovered de Boor frag- 
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ment, 29 which shows Papias dependent on the Apology of 
Quadratus, instead of recognizing in him a contemporary of 
Justin Martyr, Eusebius is still under the glamour of the de- 
scription he had adopted from Irenseus in his Chronology. 
Papias was an apxalos avtfp, a contemporary if not strictly an 
avrriKoo<i of Apostles, so that those to whom he referred as 
"the Elders" must be synchronous, if not identical, with 
"the disciples of the Lord." How much of this idea was 
due to the textual corruption by which those whom Eusebius 
assumed to have been Papias' immediate informants were also 
designated " the disciples of the Lord," we need not pause to 
estimate. The misconception is certainly present, and a 
truly dispassionate exegesis of the fragment requires that 
we take account of the fact. The final step in our inquiry, 
accordingly, must be an analysis of the extract approached 
without either of the Eusebian prepossessions as to (a) the 
closeness of Papias to the Apostles, or (J) his relation to 
"the Elder John," which, if immediate, would imply that 
this John also was "in Asia." 

We note that Papias " subjoins " Words of the Elders to 
his " interpretations " in spite of some reason for hesitation 
(ovk btcvrjaw). They, too, have value as interpreting the 
" commandments given by the Lord to the faith," although 
they would not be so esteemed, if the reader did not know 
how carefully and discriminatingly they had been gathered. 
For (1) Papias can testify in his own behalf that he had 
given heed to the twofold warning of Polycarp M against ttjv 
fiaTaioTrjTa r&v ttoWmv, as well as ra<i y}revSo&i&a<rica\ia<:. 
Both these classes of false teaching were already current in 

39 Hturlas o etprniAvot l<rrkpi\aiv <is irapaXajSiic iirb rwi> Bvyarlptav Oklirvov, 
6ti Ba/xra/3Ss i (coi 'lov<rros, SoKinat^nevoi Air6 t&v irUrrtov, liv ixlSpijs tuIip iv 
ivbiuxTi rod XpurroO dira07)s St&pvXAxOy. l<rropei Si xal AXXa dai/iara /cai iiiXiara 
t& icari. ri)v /iijrtpa Mavatnov tV in veicpwv ivturrairav. vepl t&v inri rov 
Xpurrov ix veKpCbv ivaarivrav Sti lu>s 'ASpiavov i$uv. Papias seems to have 
taken Quadratus' statement that some of those who had experienced the 
miraculous power of Jesus in healing and raising from the dead "lived even 
to our day" as referring to the day of Hadrian, to whom Quadratus was 
addressing the Apology. At all events, his reference to "the times of 
Hadrian " implies a date after the close of Hadrian's reign. 

80 Ad. Phil. vii. ; cf. Papias, 11. 6-10. 
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Papias' youth, but he had kept himself to those who taught 
the orthodox faith. But (2) he had not confined himself to 
what these teachers, excellent as they were, could give him, 
but had sought testimonies of the Apostles themselves. For 
Papias had also followed the advice of Polycarp in " turn- 
ing to the tradition handed down from the beginning." 
But how? Not, of course, by applying directly to the 
Apostles themselves, as Irenseus and his satellites, ancient 
and modern, assume. Such a sense for the term " words of 
the Elders " makes the whole passage ridiculous. Who in- 
deed would "hesitate to subjoin" to his own "interpreta- 
tions of the Lord's words" the words of Apostles — and 
apologize for the addition ! But the " words of the Elders " 
are here contrasted not merely with the iiaraioXoyta t&v 
ttoW&v and the aXXoTpiai iproXat of the Gnostics, but 
primarily with ra etc t&v fiipXlmv, which his own teachers 
in Asia had given him, but which "did not profit so much." 
What, then, does Papias mean by " Words of the Elders " ? 
And whence does he get them? If one could depend 
upon the emendation 01 TOYTW MA0HTAI for the second 
01 TOY KY MA0HTAI, all would be plain; for we should 
then understand that " the Elders " in Papias mean " the disci- 
ples of the Apostles " (oi eicelvwv yv&pi/ioi), as they are indeed 
called in several dependent passages. 31 More particularly 
he would mean the group in the original mother church and 
home of the Apostles, to which the author of Luke-Acts 
and Hegesippus look back as the self-evident authorities in 
interpreting the Lord's commandments. "Aristion" would 
be an otherwise unknown member of this Palestinian group, 
"John the Elder," probably identical with the Jerusalem 
elder of that name, 32 whose death is placed by Epiphanius 
in 117 A.D. 33 

But the emendation is not yet admitted. We must de- 
pend on the context. 

" The Elder John " is distinguished from the Apostle not 
merely by the debatable clause and title, but by the tense 
of the verb. When Papias was making his inquiries the 

» See note 21. ™ Euseb. HE, IV. v. 3. *> Haer. Ixvi. 20. 
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Apostles were dead. Many of " the Elders their disciples " 
were also dead, but Aristion and the Elder John were still 
alive. For some reason (distance seems to be that implied 
in el Tt? e\0ot) Papias could not interrogate these Elders 
himself, but followers of theirs who came his way reported 
to him the teaching they were then still giving. The same 
chance-comers, or others like them, also reported the sayings 
of other deceased Elders they themselves had heard. Such 
traditions were to Papias strictly equivalent to teachings of 
the disciples of the Lord, "Andrew . . . Matthew," as giv- 
ing the true sense of the Lord's commandments. They 
could be called " living and abiding," because reported by at 
least two surviving ear-witnesses. Papias not unreasonably 
thought them worthy of altogether different consideration 
from the fiaTaioTrjS and aWorpiai evroXaC injuriously preva- 
lent in Asia. They even seemed to him of more advantage 
than the " books " his own local Elders interpreted, for 
Papias seems to have known no strictly apostolic Gospels 
for the determination of the real intent of " the oracles of 
the Lord." What their real value was we have several 
examples to inform us — the tradition of the woman taken 
in adultery, 3 * of Jesus' senior age, 35 of the miraculous fertility 
of the soil in the messianic age, 36 of the three degrees in 
heaven, 37 etc. 

The interpretation here given to the fragment rests pri- 
marily upon the principle that it is unjustifiable to give a 
fundamentally different sense to the most salient word of 
the paragraph QirpeafivTepos} in four adjacent clauses, or to 
draw an arbitrary line between the series of imperfects in 
which the author describes his preparation for his task 
(epaOov, e^aipov, aveicpivov, vrreXdnfiavov). 

It is true that in 11. 6-13 Papias refers to his teachers 
(hihdaicovinv), who need not necessarily be identical with 
the " followers of the Elders " (jraptjKoXovOtiKdyi t« tois 
irpeafivre'poi'i), but to whom we have still less reason to apply 
the title " the Elders " in 1. 2. It is true that he contrasts 

84 Euseb. HE, III. xxxix. 16. •* Iren. Her. II. xxii. 5. 

* Ibid. V. xxxiii. 3. s7 Ibid. V. xxxvi. 1, 2. 
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their simplicity and orthodoxy with the qualities which 
attracted the crowd. But this is not for the sake of giving 
the reader confidence in these unknown men, but in the 
judgment of Papias himself, whose tastes were unlike the 
multitude's (I^m/jok). But why, if Papias' teachers taught 
him " the truth," " commandments given by the Lord to the 
faith," does he resort to others ? Every reader asks himself 
the question, and none of those whose hearts are set on the 
assumption that his teachers were themselves " the Elders " 
(or even the Apostles !) gives any heed to the answer Papias 
himself sets down with all explicitness. He questioned 
travellers who " came his way " because only thus could he 
get "the living and abiding voice" of Apostles, the same 
which to his mind guaranteed the inerrancy (ovhev rjfiapTe) 
of Mark. From chance-comers who had been followers of 
" the Elders " (the same referred to in 1. 2) he inquired what 
(by the Elders' testimony) the Apostles had said, and what 
the surviving Elders were saying. He thought he could 
learn more from these well-authenticated " living " words of 
the Elders than from his own home teachers, because the 
latter, excellent as they were, could only give him the con- 
tents of books (ra eic r&v /3t/3\iW). 

Who, then, were " the Elders " whose words the chance- 
comers reported? We have two means of judging. (1) Eu- 
sebius tells us that the authorities largely relied on by 
Papias for this kind of material were the Aristion and John 
mentioned, the latter of whom is " distinctly called an Elder " 
to distinguish him from the Apostle of the same name. In 
the same generation were the daughters of Philip, whose 
traditions probably also came to Papias at second hand. 
But these were themselves in Hierapolis, and were not 
Elders. He does not mean these, nor does he mean Poly- 
carp, whom, if he were not among the teachers who " taught 
the truth," we should expect to find named. He means a 
group or class in which neither Polycarp nor the daughters 
of Philip would naturally be thought of by the reader, but 
which did include "Aristion and the Elder John." (2) Ire- 
naeus preserves for us a number of the traditions in question, 
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which have indeed a strongly Jewish-Christian and Chiliastic 
character, but are quite too legendary and artificial to be 
really derived from Apostles. Their character is that of 
Jewish midrash, particularly that based on the fanciful 
interpretation of Gen. 27 28 in the Apocalypse of Baruch, 28 
and the equally fanciful combination of Mt. 13 8 with 
Mt. 20 28 (/8 text) to support the doctrine of three degrees 
in the future abode of the righteous — Heaven, Paradise, 
and "the City" (i.e. Jerusalem). 

Both indications concur to prove that " the Elders " in this 
case were no more Apostles than were Papias' own teachers. 
The advantage of their words was not their proximity 
in time to the Apostles, but in place. Their words were 
brought (edv t« e\0oi) from the seat of the " living and 
abiding voice." Had the chance-comers themselves then 
actually heard Apostles? This is distinctly negatived by 
the contrast of tense (ri el-rev 'AvSpeai . . . ri Xeyovo-iv 
'Apurriiov teal 'Ia>awij?). They could tell what the Elders 
were saying, and what the Apostles had said. Like the 
Gospels which are and always have been valued both for 
their authors' own representations, and still more for the 
" oracles of the Lord " which they embody, were the " words 
of the Elders " which Papias " subjoined to his own exposi- 
tions." These words concerned themselves with " what An- 
drew or what Peter had said, or what Philip, or what 
Thomas, or James, or what John, or Matthew (for Papias 
was concerned to defend the Apocalypse and the first Gos- 
pel), or any other of the Lord's disciples " ; and in so far 
as in at least two cases the testimonies were "living and 
abiding" their rank was equivalent to that of the Gospel 
of Mark. 

It is true that Papias includes both elements of this oral 
gospel of the chance-comers — (a) reports of Apostles' say- 
ings, and (6) teachings of their own immediate followers — 
under the single phrase "words of the Elders" (aveicpivov 
toik \6yov? t&v irpea-fivTepcav), which led those of later times, 

88 Ap. Bar. xxix. 6. See Rendel Harri8 in Expositor, 1895, pp. 448-449, 
and R. H. Charles, Apoc. of Saruch, p. 55, note. 
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ignorant of the date of his writing, to the violence of making 
irpea-fivTepav in 11. 14-15 mean Apostles, while in the adjacent 
occurrences it was admitted to mean "disciples of these." 
But if the corruption of text in 1. 22 had not occurred, this 
misunderstanding would have been impossible. I have tried 
to show that even with it the remaining traces of the 
chronological distinction enable all who will separate the 
fragment from the prejudiced ideas of its later reporters to 
obtain the true sense. It was just because the best teachers 
in Asia could not report save from books (c'/e r&v PifSKuov) 
" what Andrew, or Peter, or Philip, or Thomas, or James, or 
John, or Matthew, or any other of the Lord's disciples had 
said " that Papias was obliged in his pursuit of " the living 
and abiding voice" to question "those who came his way." 



